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that shows or indicates that any of the payphones owned and/or

operated by Complainant in the States of North Carolina and/or

South carolina and connected to Sprint payphone access lines during

the time period from 1987 through April 14. 1997 had directory

listings assigned to them.

B.espanse 1;0 R.equest 110, 16: Denied.

Request Ito. 1.1: Admit that. during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones that were

both (a) located within buildings or premises closed to the public

for at least part of each day, and (b) subscribed to telephone

service that was tariffed as hpublic ft telephone service.

Res,pQnse to R.equest No. 17: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

ltequest No. 18: Admit that, during the time period from 1.987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones located

at gas stations that were subscribed to telephone service that was

tariffed as ftpublic ft telephone service.

Respoye to Request No. 18; Obj ection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Reguest Ho. 19: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones located

at pizza parlors that were subscribed to telephone service that was
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tariffed as ·public· telephone service.

Reaponae tio 1.8gUa8t Ho. 11: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Rcueat .0. 20: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-o~ed payphones located

in airports that were subscribed to telephone service that was

tariffed as nsemd-public" telephone service.

ieGOP•• to llsqUut No. ao: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provision'S of the Defendant'S tariff are at issue in this

case.

:R.equea1: 110. 21: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, Sprint allowed and/or did not prohibit

directory listings on phone lines to which Sprint-owned payphones

were connected, irrespective of whether such payphones were

subscribed to telephone service that was tariffed as npublic" or

"semi-public" telephone service.

Reapcma. i:g Rtguest No. 21: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Reg;gest Hg. 22: Admit that, during the time period from 1.987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones that both

(a) had director.y listings assigned to them and (b) were subscribed
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to telephone service that was tariffed as "public· telephone

service.

Reflpanse to hquest: 119. 22: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

l\eC1Ue.t Ro. 23: Admit that, during the ti...tne period fr01ll. ~987

through April 14, ~997, there were Sprint-owned payphones that both

(a) had extensions connected to them and (b) were sUbscribed to

telephone service that was tariffed as "public" telephone se%Vice.

Response t;o Request Ro. 23: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

J\!!q1lc,t No. 24: Admit that, during the time period 1987

through April 14, J.997, there were never any Sprint-owned payphones

that were subscribed to telephone service that was tariffed as

"public· telephone service and for which the pr~ses owner paid

Sprint a recurring fee.

Re8pOD.e to Ilegu_t 110. 24: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Request Ho. 25: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April ~4. 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones that were

both (a) located within buildings or premises closed to the public
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for at least part of each day and (b) Rpublic" payphones under the

Commission definition.

Reapgp.se to Raquast 80. 25: Obj ection. The requested

admiBsion is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

Reguest Bo. 26: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there ~ere sprint-owned payphones located

at gas stations that were BpUblic" payphones under the Commission

definition.

Be_OM. to lleqq•• t No. 26: Objection. "!'he requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

&ec;meat Ho. 27: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1987, there were Sprint.owned payphones located

at pizza parlors that were "public" payphones under the Commission

deiini~ion.

••GODSe tg .equut Ho. 27: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant hecause the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

Rea-at. Ho. 28: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones located

in airports that were "semi-public" payphones under the Commission

definition.

Reman.. to iBGMt; .0. 28: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.
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Bequest No. 39: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, Sprint allowed and/or did not prohibit

directory listings on the phone lines to which Sprint-owned

payphones were connected, irrespective of whether such payphones

were "public II or "semi-public" payphones under the Commission

definition.

bapop.se t.o Requea; .0. 29: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

Request No. U: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997 f there were Sprint -owned payphones that both

{a} had directory listings assigned to them and (b) were "public"

payphones under the Commission definition.

R.eapop.e to Jileg]1es~ Hg. 30: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

R.equ.st 10. 31.: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April ~4, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones that both

(a) had extensions connected to them and (b) were "public"

payphones under the Commission definition.

RespgD..e to Bequest Ro. 31: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

Reqoest Hoc 32: Admit that, during the ti.m.e period ~9S7

through April 14, 1997, there were never any Sprint-owned payphones

that were subscribed to telephone service that was "public" under
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the Commission definition and for which the premises owner paid

Sprint a recurring tee.

h&QD8e to Reqqut Mo. 3.1: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

B.equ_.t: Mo· ~3: Admit that, during the time period 1987

through April 14, 1997, Sprint had a business practice or policy

regarding the ter.mination and/or suspension of telephone service

for nonpayment and/or late payment of charges billed by Sprint.

Rea»9aBe to 11IQU••t Bo. 33: Admitted.

Jlequeat; Jig. 34: Admit that, during the time period from April

15, 1997 through the present, Sprint had a business practice or

policy regarding the termination and/or suspension of telephone

service for nonpayment and/or late payment of charges billed by

Sprint.

RaG011'. to llMJl88t .0.. 34: Admitted.

Request .9. 35: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, it was sprint's business practice or policy

to terminate and/or suspend telephone service, upon appropriate

notice and the expiration Of the time period referenced in the

applicable legal or tariff provisions relating to the termination

and/or suspension of service for non-payment, if a residential or

business line subscriber failed to pay the charges billed by

Sprint .

•"'ODS- to Request Ho. 35: Generally admitted, although

there are exceptions to the general rule.
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R.oqu.est 110.. 36: Admit that, during the time period from. ~987

through April 14, 1997, it was Sprint's business practice or policy

to terminate and/or suspend telephone service, upon appropriate

notice and the ~iration of the time period referenced in the

applicable legal or tariff provisions relating to the termination

and/or suspension of service for non-payment, if an independent

payphone service provider failed to pay the charges billed by

Sprint.

Response to R.qq._It _0. 36 ; Generally admitted, although

there are exceptions to the general rule.

R,9gJ1est No. 37: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, it was Sprint's business practice or policy

to terminate and/or suspend telephone service, upon appropriate

notice and the expiration of the time period referenced in the

applicable legal or tariff provisions relating to the ter.mination

and/or suspension of service for non-payment, if and independent

payphone service provider failed to pay the BUCL charges billed by

Sprint.

Respopse To llequeat No. ~,: Denied.

Request .0. ~8: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, you authorized and/or agreed to the

placement in escrow of amounts assessed by Sprint against

Complainant for EUCL Charges hilled on payphones that Complainant

owned and/or operated in the States of North Carolina and/or South

Carolina.

RAIIllMse to Request ITo. 3a: Denied.
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JI.aslueat Ho. 39: Admit that you are aware of one or more

occasions, during the time period from 19B7 through April :1.4, 1997,

when Complainant placed in escrow amounts that you assessed against

Complainant for EUCL charges on payphones that Complainant owned

and/or operated in the States of North Carolina and/or South

Carolina.

R04IQ0DI9 1co Mque.t .9. 39: Denied.

RegJ18st. :Ro. 40; Admit that you have in your possession,

custody, or control records that indicate, relate or refer to the

total number of payphones that Complainant had connected to Sprint

payphone access lines during each month and/or each year of the

time period fram 1987 through April 14, 1997.

"GODse to Bsgpest. :Ro. 40: Denied.

Reqv.est R9. 41.: Admit that you have in your possession,

custody, or control records that indicate, relate or refer to the

date on which payphones owned and/or operated by Complainant in the

States of North Carolina and/or South Carolina during the time

period fram 1987 through April 14, 1997 were first connected to

Sprint payphone access lines.

ll9S.PODIIe t.o allClUMt 50. 41: Denied.

Reqy.e'1; 110. 42: Admit that you have in your possession,

custody, or control records that indicate, relate or refer to the

date on which payphonea owned and/or operated by complainant in the

States of North Carolina and/or South Carolina during the time

period from 1987 through April 14, 1997 were disconnected from

Sprint payphone access lines and/or last connected to Sprint
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payphone access lines.

:R!llpQDI8 to aegpest Ho.. 42: Denied.

Request: mo. 43: Admit that you have in your possession,

custody, or control records that indicate, relate or refer to the

amounts that Complainant paid to Sprint in BUCL charges during the

time period from 1987 through April 14, 1997.

ReGon•• to Jlegelt JIo. 43: Denied.

Regyest Ro. 44: Admit that Ne~ York City Telecommunications

company, Inc., is a successor to the entity that filed a Complaint

against Sprint in this case, Millican Services Company.

Response t;.o Bequest Ho. 44: Denied. Millicom Services

Company did not file a complaint against the Defendant in this

case.

Request No. i5: Admit that you are aware of no evidence that

shows or indicates that New York City Telecommunications Company,

Inc. is not a successor to the entity that filed the Complaint

against Sprint in this case, Millicom Services Company.

Raapgnse to Request No, 45: Denied. Millican Services

Company did not file a complaint against the Defendant in this

case.

Request Ho. 46: Admit that at no time, during the period from

1987 through April 14, 1997, did Sprint ever adjust., for any

reason, any telephone bill(s) sent to Complainant so as to remove

any EUCL charges from the telephone bill(s).

RegOlls. to Request 110••6: Denied.

R.equest HO. 47: Admit that the "previous balancen entries on
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the telephone bills sent out by Sprint during the time period from

1987 through April 14, 1997 reflect outsta.nding charges that remain

unpaid from previous telephone bills sent out by Sprint for the

same telephone lines.

ReIPOPSe to Request Bo. 47: Denied.

Requ••~ No. 48: Admit that the amount of zero next to the

"previous balance" entry in a Sprint telephone bill sent out at any

time during the period from 1987 through April 14, 1997 means that

all charges reflected on previous bills sent out by Sprint for the

same telephone line have been paid.

ReSPonse to I.egJ1est Bo. 48: Denied.

MqUelC. :10. 49: Admit that, during the period from ~987

through April 14, 1997 I it was Sprint I s policy or practice to

require certain subscribers to pay a deposit to sprint in

connection with Sprint's provision of service to those subscribers

based upon those subscribers' credit histories, credit scores, or

history of nonpaymenes or late payments to Sprint.

l.espons. tg awmest Bg. 49: Generally admitted, but 1Ifould not

always require a deposit, depending upon the circumstances.

Request Bo. 50: Admit that, during the period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, it was Sprint' s policy or practice to

require certain subscribers to pay a deposit to Sprint in

connection with Sprint's provision of service to those subscribers

based upon those subscribers I history of nonpayments or late

payments to Sprint.

Response to Request No. 50: Generally admitted, but
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implementation was based on tariff provisions.

Request 10. 51: Admit that, during the period from 1987

through April ~4, 1997, you never required Complainant to pay a

deposit to Sprint in connection _ith Sprint's provision of service

to complainant because of Complainant I s credit history, credit

score, or history of nonpay.ments or late payments to Sprint.

Jlerrpgnse w Request Ho. 51: Denied.

Respectfully submitted,
Carolina· Telephone and
Telegraph CcapaDy

Blooston, Mordkofsky, Dickens,
Duffy & Prendergast

2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20037
Tel: (202)659-0830 BY:~~~~~~~~~~~

Jr.

Dated: July 30. 2001
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of B:ooston, Mordkofsky, Dickens, Duffy & Prendergast, and that on
July 30, 2001 I caused to be mailed by first class United States
mail, postage prepaid, a copy of the foregoing nCaroliDa Telephone
and Telegraph CCllllpany I s Respons. to Complaizumt I s Pi:rst Set of
Requests for Admission of Facts and the GenU~8D.Bs of Documents"
to the following:

The HOnorable Arthur I. Steinberg
Administrative Law Judge
Federal Communications Commission
445 - 12th Street, S.W.
Room. 1-C861
Washington, D.C. 20554
(Hand Delivered)

Tejal Mehta, Esquire
Market Disputes Resolution Division
Enforcement Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 - 12th Street, S.W.
Room 5-C817
Washington, D.C. 20554
(Hand Delivered)

Trent B. Harkrader, Esquire
Investigations and Hearings Division
Enforcement Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 - 12th Street, S.w.
Room 3-A440
waShington, D.C. 2QSS4
(Hand Delivered)

James W. Shook, Esquire
Enforcement Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 - 12th Street, S.W.
Room 3-A463
Washingeon, D.C. 20554
(Hand Delivered)
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Albert H. Kramer, Rsquire
Dickstein, Shapiro, Morin & Oshinsky, LLP
2101 L Street, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20037

Michael Thompson, Esquire
Wright &: Talisman, P.C.
1200 G Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

WilliaJIl A. Brown, Esquire
Davida M. Grant, Esquire
SBe Telecommunications, Inc.
~401 I Street, N.W.
Suite 1.100
Washington, D.C. 20005

Angela M. Brown, Bsquire
Theodore Kingsley, Esquire
Bell South Telecommunications, Inc.
675 West Peachtree Street
Suite 4300
Atlanta, Georgia 30375

John M. Goodman, Bsquire
Sherry A. Ingram, Esquire
Verizon
1320 North Court House Road
9th Floor
Arlington, Virginia 22201
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Before the
PICPDAL CCMlU'UtS'J.'ICDlS CCMaSSl:Q)T

Washington, D.C. 20554

In ~ Mateer of )
)

C.P. e0"'PNll1oat101ls Col:p., .t .1. ) BB Docket: :Ro. 01·99
) Pile .0. B-93-44

Complainants, )
)

v. )
)

Centuzy "telephone of Wisconsin, )
Inc., et al. )

)
»e~endaDts )

To: Admiuiserative Law Judge Arthur I. Steiilberg
aDd. Aaeom CClIIIIBUD.ications, Ina. n/t./a boom JIolcling, Ine.

UJn:~ "l"BLBPHOBB Cc.PDY OJ' PBlDtSDiVDIA.· S
RBSPOJJSB TO Cc.PIoADGRT'S J'IUT SET OJ' RBQUBS"1'S

FOR. JlDaSS:IOI' elf J'.J\CJ,'S AI1P TIm C:IIRlD1BllBSS OF J)0CtJMIDJTS

United Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, the Defendant in

File No. E-93-44, by its attorneys and pursuant to Section 1.246

of the Commission's Rules, hereby responds to the "Complainant's

First Set of Requests for Admission of Facts and Genuineness of

Documental! propounded by the Complainant, Ascom Communications,

Inc. n/k/a ABcam Holding, Inc., on July 18, 2001. The Defendant's

responses are as follows:

Regy••t Ho- 1: Admit that all of the ARIs identified in your

response to Interrogatory Number 3 of Complainant's First Set of

Interrogatories to Defendant in the above referenced proceeding

were "public" payphones under the Commission definition during the

t~e period from 1987 through April 14, 1997.

aespalls. to Request No.1: Denied. In addition, Defendant

did not identify specific ANls in its response to Interrogatory No.
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3 for the reasons stated in its anawers dated July 6, 2001.

Reggest No.2; Admit that you are not aware of any evidence

that shows or indicates that any of the ANIs identified in your

response to Interrogatory Number 3 of Complainant's First Set of

Interrogatories to Defendant in the above referenced proceeding

were not "public" payphones under the Commission definition during

the time period from 19B7 through April 14, ~997.

RespollSe t:o Request: No.2; Denied. In addition, Defendant

did not identify specific ANIs in its response to Interrogatory No.

3 for the reasons stated in its answers dated July 6, 2001.

Request. Jlo. 3: Admit that none of the ANls identified in your

response to Interrogatory Number 3 of Complainant's First Set of

Interrogatories to Defendant in the above referenced proceeding

subscribed to telephone service that was tariffed as "semi-public"

telephone service at any point during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997.

Re@POUse to ~elt RO. 3: Denied. In addition, Defendant

did not identify specific ANIs in its response to Interrogatory No.

3 for the reasons stated in its answers dated July 6, 2001.

Request; 80. 4: Admit that during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, you imposed EUCL charges on payphones owned

and/or operated by independent payphone service providers that

obtained payphone access lines from Sprint, but did not impose BUCL

charges on payphones owned and/or operated by Sprint that were

tariffed as, "public" rather than "semi-public" telephone lines.

ReSODS. to Request Ng. :4: Defendant admits that, during the
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time period stated, it imposed EUCL charges on payphones owned by

independent payphone providers that obtained payphone access lines

from Defendant. .An objection is interposed to the balance of

Requ~st No.4 because neither the classification of the Defendant's

payphones nor the provisions of the Defendant I s ta:riff are at issue

in this case, and, accordingly, the admission requested is

irrelevant to the issues presented.

R.equelt Mo. 5: Admit that the table attached as Exhibit A

accurately and completely reflects the amount of EUCL rates imposed

by Sprint per payphone access line per month in the State of

Pennsylvania during the time periods set forth in the table.

Response to Jtegyest Ro. 5: Admitt.ed.

Request R..!2.a §: A.dmi.t that Complainant paid all EOCL charges

billed by Sprint on the payphone access lines subscribed to by

Complainant in the State of Pennsylvania during the period from

1987 chrough April 14, 1997.

Respopse to 1lequ.e,t )Jp. 6: Denied.'

Request 50. 7- Admit that you are not aware of any evidence

that shows or indicates that Complainant never paid any ot the EUCL

charges billed by Sprint on the payphone access lines subscribed

to by Complainant in the State of pennsylvania during the period

from 1987 through April 14, 1997.

RetlPODse to Repeat Ro. 7: Denied.

Requeat He. 8: Admit that Complainant paid all of the EUCL

charges billed by Sprint on the payphone access lines subscribed

to by Complainant in the State of Pennsylvania during the time
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period fram 1987 through April 14, 1997 on or prior to the due

date.

"esponse to R.equest .0. 8: Denied.

Recmost Ho. 9: Admit that you are not aware of any evidence

that shows or indicates that Complainant paid, after the due date,

any of the EUCL charges billed by Sprint on the payphone access

lines sUbscribed to by Complainant in the State of Pennsylvania

during the time period from 1987 through April 14, 1997.

lleGOD.e to lequ.e't KO. 9 ~ Denied.

Request. Jlo. 10: Admit that none of the payphones owned and/or

operated by Complainant in the State of Pennsylvania and connected

to Sprint phone lines were "semi'public" payphones under the

Conunission definition during the time period from 1987 through

April 14, 1997.

I..SPgDS. to bqp.e,t Ho. 10: Denied.

a.quest Jlo. 11: Admit that you are not aware of any evidence

that shows or indicates that any of the payphones owned and/or

operated by Complainant in the State of Pennsylvania were nsemi

public h payphones under the Commission definition during the t~e

period from 1987 through April 14, 1997.

a.@PODSe t:o R.eg,ueBt lip. 11: Denied.

Ittgue.t Jlo. 12: Admit that none ot the payphones ownea aud(or

operated by Complainant in the State of Pennsylvania and connected

to Sprint payphone access lines were subscribed to telephone

service that was "semi-public n telephone service under the

applicable tariff during the t~e period fram 1987 through April
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14, 1997.

hspODSe tQ I.eqggt Ho. 12: Objection. The provisions of the

Defendant's tariff speak for themselves, and the provisions of the

tariff are irrelevant to the issues presented in this case.

Regp.est .0. 13: Admit that none of the payphones owned and/or

opera.ted by Compla.inant in the State of Pennsylvania and connected

to Sprint payphone access lines during the time period from ~987

through April 14, 1997 had extensions connected to them.

ReGon,. to Reggest Ho. J.3: Denied.

Rag,uest Ro. J.4: Admit that you are not aware of any evidence

that shows or indicates that any of the payphones owned and/or

operated by Complainant in the State of Pennsylvania and connected

to Sprint payphone access lines during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997 had exteosions connected to them.

RespoDse to R@!1Q:eBt !To. 14: Denied.

Regues1;. .0. 15: Admit that none of the payphones owned and/or

operated Complainant in the State of Pennsylvania and connected to

Sprint payphone access lines during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997 had directory listings assigned to them.

Resoonse t.o R.eque't 110. ~5: Denied.

Reguelt Ho. J.6: Admit that you are not aware of any evidence

that shows or indicates that any of the payphones owned and/or

operated by Complainant in the State of Pennsylvania and connected

to Sprint payphone access lines during the time period from 1987

through April 14, ~997 had directory listings assigned to them.

ReSPODse eo Request 110. 16: Denied.
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Recmut. :'0. 17: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones that were

both (a) located within buildings or premises closed to the public

for at least part of each day, and (b) subscribed to telephone

service that was tariffed as Qpublic· telephone service.

ReBRops. to aeq:u.est Ho. 1"7: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

-@noli; JIg. 18: Admit that, during the time period from 19B7

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones located

at gas stations that were subscribed to telephone service that was

tariffed as "puhlic ll telephone service.

Rea,ponse to Request Ro. 18: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Request )1'0. 19: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were sprint-owned payphones located

at pizza parlors that were subscribed to telephone service that was

tariffed as "public" telephone service.

a.'PODSe to Reque.t. HR. 19: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Beauest Mo .. 20: Admit that, during the time period from 1987
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through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones located

in airports that were subscrihed to telephone service that was

tariffed as hsemi-public" telephone service.

Re8POZL!e to Ileqo.ewt Ho. 20: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provision's of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Request Ho. 21: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, Sprint allowed and/or did not prohibit

directory listings on phone lines to which sprint-owned payphones

were connected, irrespective of whether such payphones were

subscribed to telephone service that was tarif:fed as "public" or

"semi-public" telephone service.

Response ;0 R.equest Re. 21: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Request Ho. 22; Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were sprint - owned payphones that both

(a) had directory listings assigned to them and (b) were subscribed

to telephone service that was tariffed as "public" telephone

service.

i.esponJle t:o hg;ues~ Ho. 22: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.
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R.em.st mo. 23: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones that both

(a) had extensions connected to them and (b) were Subscribed to

telephone service that was tariffed as Rpublic" telephone service.

:ReGon.. to Request Jfo, 23: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Request Jfg. 24: Admit that, during the time period 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were never any Sprint-owned payphones

that were subscribed to telephone service that ~s tariffed as

"public" telephone service and for which the premises owner paid

Sprint a recurring fee.

ReIlP9Pne .to Request Ho. 24 : Ob j ection . The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Request. Ho. 25: Admit that, during the time period from 1.987

through April 14, 1997 I there were Sprint-o~edpayphones that were

both (a) located within buildings or premises closed to the public

for at least part of each day and (b) "public" payphones under the

Commission definition.

Response to Regpest No. 25: Ohjection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

R.equest No. 26: Admit that, during the time period from 1987
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through April 14, 1997, there ~ere Sprint-owned payphones located

at gas stations that were "public· payphones under the Commission

definition.

hson.e to Request Ro. 26: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendantts payphones are not

at issue in this case.

R.eque.t Ho. 27: Admit that, during the time period. from 1987

through April 14, 1987, there were Sprint-owned payphones located

at piz~a parlors that were "public" payphones under the Commission

definition.

Rearpap... to R.equest Ito. 27 : Obj action. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

Beg,u.ese Jlo. 28: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-o~ed payphones located

in airports that were "semi-pUblic" payphones UDder the Commission

definition.

aenoy. to ReqQeot No. 21: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendantts payphones are not

at issue in this case.

R.egpest !To. 29: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, Sprint allowed and/or did not prohibit

directory listings on the phone lines to which Sprint-owned

payphones were connected, irrespective ot whether such payphones

were "public n or "semi-pUblic" payphones under the Commission

definition.
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:R8JI.PODSe to :Request .0. 29: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

:Request. Ho. 30: Admit that:., during the time period frODl 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones that both

(a) had directory listings assigned to them and (b) were "publicI!

payphones under the Commission definition.

Response to Request )1'0. 30: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

"equest: .0. 33.: Admit:. that, during the time period from J.987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones that both

(a) had extensions connected to them and (b) were "public ft

payphones under the commission definition.

llesponse to Il8gUUt No. 31: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

Reque.1: llIo.. 32: Admit that, during the time period 1987

through April J.4, 1997, there were never any Sprint-owned payphones

that were Subscribed to telephone service that was "public· under

the Commission definition and for which the premises owner paid

Sprint a recurring fee.

-'IRMa. to 1loques1; ilia. ~2: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because tbe Defendant'S payphones are not

at issue in this case.

Jlequeat. Ho. 33 : Admit that, during the time period 1987
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through April 14, 1997, Sprint had a business practice or policy

regarding the termination and/or suspension of telephone service

for nonpayment and/or late payment of charges billed by Sprint.

R9w;pgnS. to Request Ho. 33: Admitted.

JiMmest: Ho. 34: Admit that, during the ti..Ine period from April

15, 1997 through the present, Sprint had a business practice or

policy regarding the termination and/or suspension of telephone

service for nonpayment and/or late payment of charges billed by

Sprint.

RespoDse to Request Ho. 34: Admitted.

Request .0. 35: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, it was Sprint1s business practice or policy

to terminate and/or suspend telephone service, upon appropriate

notice and the expiration of the time period referenced in t.he

applicable legal or tariff provisions relating to the ter.rnination

and/or suspension of service for non-payment, if a residential or

business 1 ine subscriber tailed to pay the charges billed by

Sprint.

R9J1POPP. to RlICIU9at .9. 35: Generally admitted, although

there are exceptions to the general rule.

Rogp.eBt ITo. 36: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, it was Sprint's business practice or policy

to terminate and/or suspend telephone service, upon appropriate.

notice and the expiration of the time period referenced in the

applicable legal or tariff provisions relating to the termination

and/or suspension of service for non-payment, if an independent
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payphone service provider failed to pay the charges billed by

Sprint.

ReIROPS. to Request !To. 36 ; Generally admitted, although

there are exceptions to the general rule.

Request Xo, 37: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, it was Sprint's business practice or policy

to terminate and/or suspend telephone service, upon appropriate

notice and the expiration of the time period referenced in the

applicable legal or tariff provisions relating to the termination

and/or suspension of service for non-payment. if and independent

payphone service provider failed to pay the EUeL charges billed by

Sprint.

Respopse To Request No. 37: Denied.

Reqy.est No. 38: .Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, you authorized and/or agreed to the

placement in escrow of amounts assessed by Sprint against

Complainant for EUCL charges billed on payphones that Complainant

owned and/or operated in the State of Pennsylvania.

Respon.e to BeQJlut No. 38: Denied.

R!IQJlSst No. 39 : Admit that you are aware of one or more

occasions, during the time period fram 1987 through April 14, 1997,

when Complainant placed in escrow amounts that you assessed against

Complainant for EUCL charges on payphones that Complainant owned

and/or operated in the state of Pennsylvania.

Response to R@9.\&est _0. 39: Denied.

Request No. 40 : Admit that you have in your possession,


